We report two studies investigating the impact of how a stereotype-inconsistent exemplar is categorized. In both studies, participants were presented with a description about a specific target and worked on different categorization tasks. Categorization tasks eliciting an inclusion of the target into the group category resulted in less stereotypic judgments about the group and in more stereotypic judgments about the target compared to categorization tasks eliciting exclusion of the target from the category. The results suggest that under exclusion conditions, a stereotype-inconsistent exemplar can increase stereotypic judgments about the group (Experiment 1). Experiment 2 shows that these categorization effects are attenuated if participants' processing motivation is increased at the encoding stage. The importance of a range of psychological variables that can influence the categorization, and thus the impact, of atypical exemplars is discussed.
It is widely believed that used car salesmen are greedy, untrustworthy, and notoriously dishonest. The accuracy of this stereotype is open to question, but even if these beliefs were largely correct, there surely would be at least one or two exceptions. What happens when perceivers encounter individuals who clearly defy stereotypes about their social groups, such as a generous and scrupulously ethical used car salesman? How would such a person be evaluated, given both his positive personal qualities and his simultaneous association with a negatively evaluated group? And how might evaluations of used car salesmen in general be affected by encountering this atypical group member? The question of how disconfirming evidence affects our beliefs has a long history in psychology (e.g., Piaget, 1952) . In the domain of social psychology, the contact hypothesis proposed that positive regard for atypical group members can generalize to the group as a whole, at least under certain circumstances (e.g., equal-status, cooperative contact in a positive climate; see Amir, 1969; Brewer & Miller, 1988; Rothbart & John, 1985) . This optimistic view of intergroup relations has been called into question on several fronts (for a recent review, see Stephan & Stephan, 1996) . One principal limiting condition is the possibility that the atypical group member will not be seen as representative of the group as a whole. That is, he or she may be excluded from the perceiver's mental representation of the social group in question (e.g., Allport, 1954; Kunda & Oleson, 1995; Weber & Crocker, 1983) . Will the likeable disconfirmer be contrasted with the disliked group under these conditions and hence be liked even more? That is, does a stereotype-inconsistent exemplar benefit from membership in a disliked group? And conversely, would the group seem even more dislikable by contrast to the likeable person? That is, does a stereotype-inconsistent exemplar increase stereotypic judgments about the group? In the present article, we propose that evaluations of atypical exemplars and the groups to which they belong are profoundly influenced by how the exemplar is categorized. Furthermore, in contrast to the prediction of the contact hypothesis, we demonstrate a trade-off between the evaluative enhancement of the exemplar and the group. Specifically, we show that the very conditions that promote more favorable assessments of an atypical exemplar result in less favorable assessments of the group, whereas conditions that promote more favorable assessments of the group result in less favorable evaluations of the atypical exemplar.
Categorization Processes in Social Evaluation
The central role of categorization processes in person perception and stereotyping is widely acknowledged across various theoretical approaches in social psychology (Allport, 1954; Brewer, 1988; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; Lippmann, 1922; Tajfel, 1981 ; for reviews, see Hamilton & Sherman, 1994; Macrae & Bodenhausen, 2000) . Whether a given target person is assigned to a specific category has important consequences for judgments about the target (e.g., Bodenhausen, Macrae, & Sherman, 1999; Brewer, 1988; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990) as well as judgments about the group (e.g., Hewstone, 1994; Kunda & Oleson, 1995; Weber & Crocker, 1983) .
Most of the available research focused either on the categorization processes involved in person perception or the categorization processes involved in stereotype change. In contrast, the present article explores how categorization processes simultaneously, and differentially, affect judgments of an exemplar and a category. Moreover, we focus on the consequences rather than the antecedents of categorization processes. Before we discuss the available research on person perception and stereotype change, we briefly outline the conceptual framework in which the present research is embedded.
The Inclusion/Exclusion Model
We conceptualize the role of categorization processes in terms of the inclusion/exclusion model of judgment, proposed by Schwarz and Bless (1992a) , which builds on previous theorizing by Barsalou (1987 Barsalou ( , 1989 ; Herr, Sherman, and Fazio (1983) ; Kahneman and Miller (1986) ; and Martin and colleagues (Martin, 1986; Martin, Seta, & Crelia, 1990) . The model assumes that evaluative judgments require a mental representation of the target as well as a representation of a standard, against which the target is evaluated. Both representations are constructed on the spot and include chronically as well as temporarily accessible information (Higgins, 1996) . How a given piece of information influences the judgment depends on how the information is used.
Accessible information that is included in the representation formed of the target results in assimilation effects. Thus, including a favorable exemplar (e.g., Colin Powell) in the representation formed of a group (e.g., the Republican Party) results in more positive judgments of the group (Stapel & Schwarz, 1998 ; see also Bless & Schwarz, 1998) . Conversely, including an unfavorable exemplar results in more negative judgments of the group (Schwarz & Bless, 1992b) . These observations are consistent with models of stereotype change, which assume that stereotype-inconsistent exemplars can change the stereotype about the group, provided that they are included in the representation formed (Hewstone, 1994; Kunda & Oleson, 1995; Weber & Crocker, 1983) . By the same token, the inclusion of group membership information in the representation formed of the exemplar results in an assimilation of the exemplar evaluations to the group evaluations, as demonstrated in stereotyping research (see Hamilton & Sherman, 1994) .
However, accessible information is not always used in constructing a representation of the target of judgment. This is the case when they assume that the information does not bear on the target (e.g., or that the information came to mind due to an irrelevant reason (e.g., Lombardi, Higgins, & Bargh, 1987; Strack, Schwarz, Bless, Kȗbler, & Wänke, 1993) . Moreover, conversational norms may prohibit the repeated use of information that has already been provided earlier (e.g., Schwarz, Strack, & Mai, 1991; Strack, Martin, & Schwarz, 1988) . In such cases, information that is excluded from the representation of the target may be used in constructing a relevant standard of comparison. If the valence of this information is more extreme than the valence of other information used in constructing the standard, it results in a more extreme standard of comparison and hence in contrast effects on subsequent judgments (see Schwarz & Bless, 1992a , for a more detailed discussion). Accordingly, a highly favorable exemplar that is excluded from the representation formed of a group may be used in constructing a standard of comparison, resulting in less favorable judgments of the group (e.g., Stapel & Schwarz, 1998) . Conversely, the group may serve as a standard in evaluating the exemplar under these conditions, resulting in an even more favorable judgment of the exemplar.
Available Evidence
A large body of research in person perception and stereotyping is compatible with these general process assumptions.
Assimilation effects. With respect to evaluations of the exemplar, numerous studies indicate that the categorization of a person as a member of a group decreases the impact of individuating information about the person, resulting in judgments based on group membership. Thus, assigning an exemplar to a social category increases stereotypic judgments of the exemplar (e.g., Bodenhausen & Macrae, 1998; Bodenhausen, Macrae, & Sherman, 1999; Brewer, 1988; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990) . In other words, the evaluation of the exemplar is assimilated toward the implications of the stereotype.
With respect to evaluations of the group, the inclusion of an exemplar in the mental representation formed of the group results in assimilation effects on the group judgments (e.g., Bless & Schwarz, 1998; Stapel & Schwarz, 1998 ). This process is at the heart of research into stereotype change, which addresses how the categorization of an exemplar influences the knowledge structure pertaining to the category (e.g., Hewstone, 1994; Kunda & Oleson, 1995 , 1997 Weber & Crocker, 1983) : When a stereotype-inconsistent exemplar is assigned to the category, the evaluation of the group will reflect the implications of the inconsistent exemplar, resulting in less stereotypic judgments. Stereotype change research focused on variables that increase the likelihood that inconsistent exemplars are assigned to the category, such as high typicality or dispersed presentation. This research showed that stereotype change becomes more likely as the likelihood of including the exemplar into the representation of the category increases.
Contrast effects. Whereas the consequences of assigning an exemplar to a category are fairly well investigated, relatively little is known about the consequences of not assigning an atypical exemplar to the category. With respect to the evaluation of the exemplar, two possibilities seem apparent. Individuals may either focus on individuating information about the exemplar or assign the target to another (sub-)category. Their evaluations would then reflect these sources of information rather than the initial category (cf. Fiske & Neuberg, 1990) . It remains an open question, however, if and how the nonassignment would influence subsequent processing, including, for example, the interpretation of the individuating information or the selection of the new (sub-)category and resulting evaluative judgments. Most extant theorizing would seem to imply that there should be little impact of the initial category if the exemplar is not assigned to it.
There is, however, also research that provides theoretical and empirical support for the contrast effects predicted by the inclusion/exclusion model. With regard to evaluations of an exemplar, Manis and colleagues demonstrated that category information may create expectancies that subsequently serve as a standard of comparison, resulting in contrast effects Manis & Paskewitz, 1984) . Their considerations suggest, for example, that an aggressive behavior will be rated as more aggressive when it is performed by a female rather than male target (e.g., Costrich, Feinstein, et al., 1975; Pratto & Bargh, 1991; Skowronski, Carlston, & Isham, 1993; Seta & Seta, 1993; Ford, Stangor, & Duan, 1994 ; for a review, see Biernat, Vescio, & Manis, 1998) .
Moreover, Lambert and Wyer (1990) proposed that a specific exemplar may be compared to the expectations about the category if the exemplar falls outside the individual's range of beliefs about the category. In their research, a particular priest was rated as more trustworthy than a particular businessman when the respective exemplar fell within the range of participants' range of beliefs about the group. When the exemplar fell outside the range of these beliefs, however, contrast effects were observed and the priest was rated less trustworthy than the businessman performing the same behavior. These assimilation and contrast effects reflect that the extremity of the exemplar influences the likelihood of its inclusion in the respective category.
With regard to contrast effects on evaluations of the group, Kunda and Oleson (1997) have similarly suggested that the extremity of the exemplar plays a crucial role. Specifically, participants who were exposed to extreme exemplars that violated the stereotype reported even more pronounced stereotypes than control participants that were not exposed to stereotype-inconsistent exemplars. Additional analyses suggested that these contrast effects were associated with the discrepancy between participants' stereotypes and the exemplar and were more likely to emerge the more the exemplar was perceived as atypical. Finally, Maurer, Park, and Rothbart (1995) reported additional evidence for the notion that subtyping processes may elicit contrast effects. They provided participants with descriptions of 16 group members. When participants were asked to separate stereotype-consistent from stereotype-inconsistent members (i.e., under instructions equivalent to subtyping instructions) the group was judged more stereotypically than when participants were asked to form several subgroups (on the basis of similarities and differences) or when no sorting instructions were given.
To summarize, numerous studies suggest that assigning a person to a category should result in an assimilation of the exemplar to the group as well as an assimilation of the group to the exemplar. In contrast, the consequences of excluding an exemplar from the representation of the group are less well understood, although contrast effects on evaluations of the exemplar as well as the group have been reported under conditions that are compatible with the logic of the inclusion/exclusion model. However, most of the available research investigated the consequences of categorization processes separately for the exemplar versus the group. To our knowledge, few studies have addressed the possibility of a trade-off in evaluations of exemplars and their groups: Do the very same processes that decrease stereotypic judgments of an exemplar increase stereotypic judgments of the group and vice versa?
2 We assume that the scarcity of research into this issue is due to a methodological problem, which we discuss next.
Manipulating Categorization versus Manipulating the Exemplar or Category
Although all of the reviewed studies emphasized the importance of categorization processes, these processes were not directly manipulated. Instead, in most cases the categorization of a given exemplar was influenced either by (a) varying the features of the exemplar while holding the category constant (e.g., by manipulating the typicality of the exemplar) or (b) by holding the features of the exemplar constant while varying the respective categories (e.g., male vs female). Other studies involved manipulations of individuals' processing capacity or motivation, issues to which we return in Experiment 2.
While these procedures are appropriate for a number of research questions, it often remains unclear whether the obtained effects are due to categorization processes per se or due to variations in the target (see . For example, are typical exemplars evaluated more stereotypically than atypical exemplars because of their category inclusion or because they are described by more stereotypeconsistent features? These ambiguities take on particular importance when we want to address simultaneous effects on the exemplar and the category. To ensure comparability of the targets across conditions, the present studies employed direct categorization manipulations, holding the information about the exemplar and the category constant.
EXPERIMENT 1
In Experiment 1, participants received a description of a moderately atypical exemplar and answered a question designed to elicit either (a) the inclusion of the exemplar in the representation formed of his group or (b) the exclusion of the exemplar from this representation. A third group of participants was (c) not exposed to a categorization question (control condition). We predicted that including the atypical exemplar in the representation of the group would result in less stereotypical judgments of the group, but more stereotypical judgments of the exemplar (assimilation effects). Conversely, we predicted that excluding the atypical exemplar from the representation of the group would result in more stereotypical judgments of the group, but less stereotypical judgments of the exemplar (contrast effects). Based on previous results (Bless & Schwarz, 1998) we further expected that the size of these effects would be asymmetrical. As is commonly assumed in social cognition research, categorization plays a crucial role in person perception and unless the exemplar is highly atypical, perceivers are likely to categorize exemplars as members of their group. If so, many participants in the control condition may spontaneously include a moderately atypical exemplar in the representation formed of the group, whereas few may spontaneously exclude the exemplar. Accordingly, the effect of an explicit inclusion manipulation may be less pronounced relative to the control condition than the effect of an explicit exclusion condition.
Method

Participants and Design
One hundred sixty students of the University of Heidelberg, Germany, were randomly assigned to the conditions of a 3 (categorization task: inclusion, exclusion, and no categorization) ϫ 2 (evaluation of exemplar vs group) factorial design, with the latter factor varied within participants. In addition, we manipulated whether participants responded first to the questions about the target person and then about the group or vice versa.
Presentation of exemplar. Participants listened to a tape-recorded description about a specific person purportedly extracted from a radio program. This person was described as a member of the ethnic group of the Roma and Sinti, a group about which many Germans hold strong negative stereotypes (Fonseca, 1995) . The description of the target person was based on various pretests and designed to fulfill several purposes. First, the target person was described rather favorably. Second, the description included elements that indicated that the exemplar was well integrated into the culture of the Roma and Sinti; for example, it stated that the person respected the traditions of the Roma and Sinti. Third, at the same time, the description also included elements suggesting that the target was somewhat exceptional and not too typical for the group.
Categorization. After listening to the description, participants were provided with different questions, purportedly to test their comprehension of the presented text. The manipulation of the categorization task was embedded in these questions. In one condition, participants were asked how well the person was integrated into the culture of the Roma and Sinti. For their answer, participants were asked to select one out of four alternatives (very well integrated, well integrated, poorly integrated, and not at all integrated). Given the provided information, participants should respond with "well" or "very well integrated." This task was designed to elicit an inclusion of the exemplar into the group category.
In a second condition we asked participants to assign the target to one out of four response alternatives (refugee; Rom, but an exception; German; nationless). Given the provided information, participants should select the option "he is a Rom, but an exception." This task was designed to elicit an exclusion of the exemplar from the group category.
In a third condition, participants were provided with the same target description but responded to a question about the text that did not pertain to the target person (no-categorization control condition).
Order manipulation. For about half of the participants, the judgments about the target person preceded the judgments about the group, whereas the remaining participants answered the questions in the reversed order. These two order conditions were initially run as two separate studies. Given that the materials and the subject population were identical, the data of both studies were combined for the present report.
Dependent variables. Evaluations of the exemplar and the group on four stereotype-relevant traits (dirty, criminal, seedy, and superstitious) and six stereotype-irrelevant traits (e.g., athletic, stubborn, and complicated) serve as the dependent variables. All judgments were given on unipolar, 9-point rating scales.
Results
We first analyzed participants' responses to the categorization task. The overwhelming majority of participants responded in a manner fulfilling our a priori criteria (i.e., they responded with "very well integrated" or "well integrated" in the inclusion condition and with "Rom, but an exception" in the exclusion condition). The responses of three participants who did not meet these criteria were dropped from subsequent analyses.
According to our main hypothesis, judgments along the various trait dimensions should depend on the categorization task and whether the exemplar or the group was to be evaluated. We computed summary scores for the evaluations of the exemplar and the group that comprised the four stereotype-relevant traits and that ranged from 1 to 9, with higher scores reflecting more stereotypic judgments; Cronbach's ␣ ϭ .71 and .66, respectively. We entered this score into a 3 (inclusion, exclusion, control condition) ϫ 2 (order of dependent variables, group first vs exemplar first) ϫ 2 (judgments about exemplar vs group) ANOVA with the last factor treated as a within-participants factor. The means are presented in Table 1 .
The results of this analysis revealed that the exemplar was rated as less stereotypical than the group, M ϭ 2.45 versus M ϭ 4.30, F(1, 137) ϭ 449.31, p Ͻ .001. This finding was independent of the order condition and indicates that the exemplar was indeed somewhat inconsistent with the beliefs about the group.
First Judgment
Our main hypotheses predicted a differential effect of the categorization task for the exemplar versus the group judgments. To eliminate the possibility that judgments about the exemplar were simply derived from prior judgments about the group (or vice versa) we were most interested in participants' first set of trait judgments. As expected, this analysis revealed a differential effect of the categorization task on participants' evaluations of the exemplar and the group, F(2, 137) ϭ 6.83, p Ͻ .01, for the interaction. Specifically, participants in the inclusion condition evaluated the exemplar more stereotypically (M ϭ 2.64) than participants in the exclusion condition (M ϭ1.78), with the no-explicit-categorization condition (M ϭ 2.33) falling in between, F(2, 137) ϭ 3.01, p Ͻ .05. The inclusion condition differed from the exclusion condition, t(137) ϭ 2.42, p Ͻ .01, while the no-explicit-categorization condition differed from the exclusion, t(137) ϭ 1.54, p Ͻ .07, but not from the inclusion condition, t Ͻ 1 (all planned contrasts are one-tailed).
The opposite pattern was obtained for participants' evaluations of the group. The group was rated less stereotypically (M ϭ 3.67) in the inclusion condition than in the exclusion condition (M ϭ 4.83), with the no-explicitcategorization condition (M ϭ 3.84) again falling in between, F(2, 137) ϭ 5.05, p Ͻ .05. Again, the inclusion differed from exclusion condition, t(137) ϭ 2.94, p Ͻ .01, while the no-categorization condition differed reliably from the exclusion, t(137) ϭ 2.50, p Ͻ .01, but not from the inclusion, t Ͻ 1, conditions.
Finally, as expected, the experimental manipulations did not affect participants' ratings of the exemplar or the group on stereotype-irrelevant traits, all ps Ͼ .20.
Second Judgment
Not surprisingly, an analysis of the judgments that were given second (that is after the group or after the exemplar judgments, respectively), revealed a somewhat weaker pattern, F(2, 137) ϭ 1.78, p Ͼ .10, for the interaction of categorization task and judgmental target (exemplar vs group). Specifically, the group was again rated less stereotypically (M ϭ 4.07) in the inclusion condition than in the exclusion condition (M ϭ 5.03), with the control group (M ϭ 4.53) falling in between, F(2, 137) ϭ 2.28, p Ͻ .10. As before, the exclusion condition differed reliably from the inclusion condition, t(137) ϭ 2.14, p Ͻ .05, whereas the differences between the control group and the inclusion and exclusion condition did not reach significance, t(137) ϭ 1.03, ns, and t(137) ϭ 1.08, ns.
4
The evaluations of the exemplar that were assessed after the group evaluations are less comparable to those judgments that were given prior to the group judgments, and no impact of the categorization task was observed, F Ͻ 1. As can be seen in Table 1 , the weaker pattern for the second judgments is primarily due to the absence of effects on the exemplar evaluations, three-way interaction of order, cate-
Discussion
In summary, the same information about a moderately atypical exemplar had different effects on judgments of the exemplar and of the group, depending on the categorization of the exemplar elicited by knowledge questions. When we induced participants to include the (inconsistent) exemplar into the group category, the group was evaluated less stereotypically than when we induced participants to exclude the exemplar from the category. Importantly, however, the same manipulations resulted in a reversed pattern of evaluations of the exemplar. When the exemplar was included into the group category, he was rated as more stereotypical than when he was excluded from the group category. In combination, these findings highlight that manipulations that decrease the stereotypicality of judgments about the group can increase the stereotypicality of judgments about the exemplar and vice versa.
This trade-off is consistent with the predictions of the inclusion/exclusion model. Including an atypical exemplar in the representation of the group results in a less stereotypical representation of the group, which now contains an atypical exemplar, but in a more stereotypical representation of the exemplar, which now contains features derived from group membership. Both of these assimilation effects are presumably based on changes in the representation formed of the respective target of judgment. On the other hand, the observed contrast effect on judgments of the group is presumably based on changes in the standard of comparison. Given that the representation of the group did not include the exemplar to begin with, the exclusion manipulation is unlikely to change the representation formed of the group. However, the excluded atypical exemplar may be used in constructing a standard of comparison, relative to which the group seems all the more stereotypical. Finally, changes in the representation of the exemplar as well as changes in the standard may contribute to the obtained contrast effect on judgments of the exemplar, observed under exclusion conditions. On the one hand, the exclusion of the exemplar from the group decreases the likelihood that group-related information enters the representation of the exemplar. On the other hand, it increases the likelihood that the group serves as a standard of comparison, relative to which the exemplar seems all the less stereotypical.
Two other aspects of the obtained findings deserve additional attention. First, we observed that the exclusion condition differed reliably from the no-explicit-categorization condition, whereas the inclusion condition did not. This pattern is consistent with conceptualizations in the stereotype change literature, which suggest that moderately atypical exemplars are spontaneously included in the represen- 4 In addition, we ran a nonfactorial control condition with participants who did not receive any information about the exemplar and consequently evaluated only the group. This nonfactorial control group was run only in the study in which the exemplar evaluation preceded the group evaluation. These participants produced ratings similar to the no-categorization group, which was provided with the information about the exemplar but did not receive a categorization task (M ϭ 4.61 vs M ϭ 4.53), t Ͻ 1. tation formed of the group-at least under conditions of low processing motivation or low processing capacity (e.g., Yzerbyt, Coull, & Rocher, 1999) . If so, many participants in the no-explicit-categorization condition may have made the same categorization as the participants in the inclusion condition, rendering it difficult to observe reliable differences between these conditions. Obviously, it is quite difficult to predict the spontaneous categorization of a specific exemplar, as this categorization is highly dependent on the specific materials and might thus vary from study to study. If so, we should obtain reliable differences between inclusion and exclusion conditions, as in the present study, but rather unreliable effects with regard to any differences to the control group.
Second, we observed that the categorization manipulation influenced the group evaluations independently of the order of the dependent variables, whereas the exemplar evaluations were only affected when they preceded the group evaluations. As shown in Table 1 , excluding the exemplar resulted in a contrast effect when the exemplar evaluation preceded, but not when it followed, the group evaluation. We observed such carryover effects of preceding evaluations of the superordinate category on subsequent judgments of an exemplar in a number of previous studies (e.g., Schwarz & Bless, 1992b; Stapel & Schwarz, 1998 ; see also Tourangeau & Rasinski, 1988) . Presumably, these effects reflect that preceding group evaluations render features of the group highly accessible and increase the likelihood that these features are included in the representation of the exemplar, unless the exemplar is highly atypical. Given that our discussion of the differential impact on judgments of the exemplar and the group is based primarily on the uncontaminated first judgments, we refrain from further speculations regarding this ancillary finding, pending more direct empirical evidence as to its origins.
In combination, the present results highlight a previously unobserved trade-off in the evaluation of atypical exemplars and their groups: Categorizations that decrease the stereotypicality of judgments about the group increase the stereotypicality of judgments about the exemplar and vice versa, although multiple judgments of both targets may complicate this picture.
EXPERIMENT 2 Theoretically, we assume that the categorization effects observed in Experiment 1 are mediated by a differential use of the category membership information. In evaluating an exemplar, the category membership information can be used to form either a representation of the exemplar (inclusion condition), resulting in an assimilation of the exemplar toward the stereotype, or a representation of a comparison standard (exclusion condition), resulting in a contrast effect. If assimilation as well as contrast effects are mediated by how the category information is used, then both effects should be attenuated by conditions that generally reduce reliance on category membership information. According to various models of person perception, the use of category information versus individuating information depends on individuals' processing motivation and processing capacity (e.g., Bodenhausen, Macrae, & Sherman, 1999; Brewer, 1988; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; Kruglanski, 1989) . Specifically, individuals are more likely to rely on category information when processing motivation and/or processing capacity is low. Conversely, increasing individuals' processing motivation usually decreases their reliance on category membership information. If so, the effects observed in Experiment 1 should be attenuated under conditions of high processing motivation.
In addition, the impact of including a given piece of information in the representation formed of a target, or of a standard, decreases with the amount of other information that enters the respective representation (for a more extended discussion of this "set-size" hypothesis, see Bless, Igou, Schwarz, & Wänke, 2000; Schwarz & Bless, 1992a) . 5 To the extent that highly motivated individuals retrieve more information in constructing their mental representations of the target and of a standard of comparison, this dilution of the representation may further attenuate the otherwise observed assimilation and contrast effects.
Besides investigating the role of processing motivation, Experiment 2 was designed to address two methodological issues. First, we wanted to rule out the possibility that the obtained effects were somehow specific to the experimental materials used. Accordingly, the exemplar used in Experiment 2 was a member of a different group (nuns) performing different behaviors. Second, we wanted to address the issue that the manipulations used in Experiment 1 were rather direct. Although we again focused on the consequences (rather than the determinants) of categorization processes, we employed more subtle manipulations. Replicating the findings of Experiment 1 with a different set of stimuli and more subtle manipulations would support the generality of the findings.
Consistent with models that conceptualize the impact of processing motivation in person perception (Brewer, 1988; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; Kruglanski, 1989) , Experiment 2 5 Note that there are two different implications of processing motivation/ capacity with respect to the inclusion/exclusion model. First, processing motivation may affect the likelihood of using category information during information acquisition and encoding. Second, processing motivation/capacity may differentially influence the processing that is undertaken when actually making judgments. The model holds that the various steps that may trigger exclusion require a certain amount of motivation/capacity. This implies that under low capacity/motivation conditions, assimilation effects are more likely, while under high capacity/motivation conditions, contrast effects are more likely (for related evidence, see Martin, Seta, & Crelia, 1990) . As the present study focuses on the first aspect, we induced processing motivation prior to encoding.
focused on evaluations of the exemplar. We expected to replicate the assimilation and contrast effects obtained in Experiment 1 and predicted that these effects would be substantially reduced when processing motivation is increased.
Method
Participants and Design
Ninety-four students of the University of Heidelberg, Germany, were randomly assigned to experimental conditions of a 3 (categorization task: inclusion, exclusion, and no-categorization control group) ϫ 2 (processing motivation: high vs low) between-subjects factorial design.
Presentation of target person. As in Experiment 1, participants listened via a Walkman to a tape-recorded description of a specific person, who was described as a nun. In pretests we had identified stereotype-consistent, stereotype-inconsistent, and neutral traits. Again, the description of the target person was based on various pretests and was designed to fulfill several purposes. As in Experiment 1, the description consisted of some elements indicating that the exemplar was typical for the group, as well as some elements suggesting that the target was somewhat atypical for the group.
Accountability. We informed half of the participants that the main purpose of the study was to pretest the use of the "Walkman procedure" to determine whether this technique could be used for further studies (low accountability). In contrast, the other participants were told that some of them would later be asked to justify their judgments (high accountability; see Tetlock, 1983) . This manipulation of accountability was introduced to vary participants' processing motivation at the time of encoding, presumably resulting in a differential reliance on category membership information (cf. Bodenhausen, Kramer, & Sȗsser, 1994; Nelson, Acker, & Manis, 1996; Pendry & Macrae, 1996). 6 Categorization. After listening to the description, participants were provided with different tasks, purportedly to test their comprehension of the presented information. The manipulation of the categorization task was embedded in these questions. As in Experiments 1, we manipulated the categorization of the exemplar through direct questions. In the inclusion condition, participants were asked two questions pertaining to (a) the number of years the target has been a nun (response alternatives: "4," "14," or "24 years") and (b) where the target person was working (response alternatives: "at a kindergarten," "at a convent," or "in a church community"). Given the provided information, participants should respond with "24 years" and "convent."
In the exclusion condition, participants were asked two questions pertaining (a) to how the target felt about her convent (response alternatives: "totally satisfied," "dissatisfied with some aspects," "totally dissatisfied") and (b) to the target's commitment to her convent (response alternatives: "very committed and actively recruiting new members," "sees the convent as her only possibility to fulfill her goals," and "considers leaving the convent"). Given the provided information, participants should select the options "totally dissatisfied" and "considers leaving the convent."
In the no-categorization control condition, participants were provided with the same target description as in the inclusion and the exclusion condition, but responded to two questions that did not pertain to the target person.
Dependent variables. Ratings of the exemplar on stereotype-consistent (pious, inhibited, serious, modest, goodnatured, naive), stereotype-inconsistent (progressive, politically minded, athletic, independent), or stereotypeirrelevant (exact, skillful, musical) traits served as the dependent variables. All judgments were given on unipolar, 7-point rating scales.
The trait selection was based on a pretest with 15 participants who did not participate in Experiment 2. Participants were provided with a total of 35 traits and indicated for each trait whether they thought it was consistent, inconsistent, or irrelevant with respect to the stereotype about nuns. For the traits used in the main experiment, we required that at least 80% of the participants agreed on the trait being consistent, inconsistent, or irrelevant.
Results and Discussion
We first analyzed participants' responses to the categorization task. We excluded three participants from the subsequent analyses, as they did not fulfill our a priori criteria.
We computed a summary score by first averaging participants' judgments on the stereotype-consistent and the stereotype-inconsistent traits. We then subtracted the score for stereotype-inconsistent traits from the score for the stereotype-consistent traits. The resulting score could range from Ϫ6 to ϩ6, with higher scores reflecting more stereotypic judgments, Cronbach's ␣ ϭ .68. We entered this score into a 3 (inclusion, exclusion, control condition) ϫ 2 (low versus high accountability) factorial ANOVA. As predicted, participants' evaluations of the exemplar were a function of their processing motivation and the categorization task, as indicated by a significant interaction effect, F(2, 85) ϭ 4.97, p Ͻ .01. The relevant means are shown in Table 2 .
Under low accountability conditions, the results replicated the findings of Experiment 1. Participants who responded to the inclusion questions evaluated the exemplar more stereotypically (M ϭ 1.11) than participants who responded to the exclusion questions (M ϭ Ϫ0.07), with the control group (M ϭ .66) falling in between, F(2, 85) ϭ 3.70, p Ͻ .05. The exclusion condition differed from the inclusion condition, t(85) ϭ 2.85, p Ͻ .01, as well as from the control condition, t(85) ϭ 1.86, p Ͻ .03, whereas the control group did not differ reliably from the inclusion condition, t(85) ϭ 1.08, p Ͻ .14 (all planned contrasts tested one-tailed). As expected, this impact of the categorization task was not obtained for high accountability participants, F Ͼ 1, Ms ϭ Ϫ.04, .33, and .61 for the inclusion, control, and exclusion conditions, respectively.
Although the results of Experiment 2 are limited to evaluations of the exemplar, they provide further support for the assumed mediating processes. When processing motivation was low, we again observed more stereotypic evaluations of the exemplar when the knowledge questions invited an inclusion of exemplar into the group rather than exclusion from the group. The similarity of the patterns of Experiment 1 and 2 demonstrates the reliability of the observed effects across different stimuli and different categorization manipulations.
As predicted, the impact of the categorization task was eliminated when participants' processing motivation at the time of encoding was increased. Presumably, the accountable participants focused on the individuating information and relied less on category membership information. Moreover, they may have retrieved more information to construct mental representations of the exemplar and of a standard of comparison, thus further decreasing the impact of category membership information.
Note that, similar to Experiment 1, the control condition was again closer to the inclusion than to the exclusion condition, suggesting that in the absence of additional instructions our stimulus materials triggered an inclusion rather than an exclusion of the presented exemplar. As discussed above, this tendency reflects that moderately atypical exemplars are likely to be spontaneously categorized as group members.
GENERAL DISCUSSION
The present studies addressed how different categorizations of a stereotype-inconsistent exemplar influence evaluations of the exemplar's group and of the exemplar itself. We manipulated the categorization of the exemplar through direct questions, whereas previous research relied on changes in the description of the exemplar, or the description of the group, to influence participants' categorization processes. Both procedures have their own (dis-)advantages. On the one hand, the direct-questions strategy allows researchers to hold all features of the exemplar and of the group constant. It therefore avoids the usual confounding of categorization processes and exemplar or group characteristics, which would have rendered the predicted differential effects on exemplar and group evaluations highly ambiguous. On the other hand, the direct-questions strategy precludes the examination of conditions that foster or inhibit different spontaneous categorizations. Accordingly, the present research focused solely on the consequences of different categorizations and did not address their antecedents, which have been the focus of stereotype change research.
Using direct categorization manipulations, we obtained assimilation as well as contrast effects on judgments of the exemplar as well as the group, depending on whether the exemplar was included in, or excluded from, the category. Although the role of categorization processes in the perception of exemplars and groups has received ample attention in the social cognition literature, this literature has typically focused on only one aspect: either the effect on the perception of the exemplar or the effect on the perception of the group. When both are considered in combination, it becomes apparent that attempts to reduce stereotyping face a difficult trade-off: What is good for the group is likely to be bad for the exemplar and vice versa.
The Consequences of Inclusion
When a moderately atypical exemplar is assigned to the category, the group is likely to be evaluated less stereotypically, and the exemplar more stereotypically, than when the exemplar is excluded from the category. These assimilation effects presumably reflect that the inclusion of the exemplar in the representation formed of the group results in a less stereotypical representation of the group. By the same token, however, inclusion of the exemplar in the group enriches the representation of the exemplar with features of the group, resulting in a more stereotypical representation of the exemplar. Both of these effects have been discussed in previous research. Research in person perception demonstrated that assigning an exemplar to a category increases the likelihood that the exemplar will be evaluated on the basis of the implications of category membership (i.e., stereotypically; for overviews, see Brewer, 1988; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; Kruglanski, 1989) . Conversely, research in stereotype change has demonstrated that assigning stereotype-inconsistent exemplar to a category results in stereotype change (Hewstone, 1994; Kunda & Oleson, 1995; Weber & Crocker, 1983) .
The joint analysis of both effects highlights, however, that the generally desirable reduction of group stereotyping comes at a cost: The same process that attenuates the stereotype that perceivers hold about the group increases stereotypic judgments of the atypical exemplar. Moreover, in order to change individuals' stereotypes about the group, we need to ensure that they apply the stereotype to the atypical exemplar, with the observed negative consequences for the exemplar. Thus, there is a dynamic trade-off between the evaluative enhancement of the atypical exemplar and the relevant social group. Conditions that promote generalized benefits for the group come at the cost of reduced enhancement of the exemplar, while conditions that produce greater personalized benefits for the exemplar are associated with less enhancement of the group. Supporting this assumption, reducing individuals' cognitive resources has been demonstrated to increase stereotypic judgments about specific targets (e.g, Bodenhausen et al., 1999) , but to do decrease stereotypic judgments about the group (e.g., Yzerbyt et al., 1999) .
The Consequences of Exclusion
When a moderately atypical exemplar is excluded from the category, the group is likely to be evaluated more stereotypically, whereas the exemplar is likely to be evaluated less stereotypically. Given that the atypical exemplar was not part of the representation of the group to begin with, the contrast effect on judgments of the group can be traced to the use of the exemplar in the construction of a relevant standard of comparison. The contrast effect on judgments of the exemplar, on the other hand, may reflect the use of the group as a standard of comparison as well as the absence of category membership information in the representation formed of the exemplar.
Again, the obtained findings suggest that the generally desirable reduction of stereotypic judgments of exemplars comes at a cost, this time in form of an increase in the perceived stereotypicality of the group. Most importantly, the presented findings indicate that the accessibility of an inconsistent exemplar may increase rather than decrease stereotypic judgments when the exemplar is excluded from the representation formed of the group. This finding converges with evidence reported by Maurer et al. (1995) , who observed that, under conditions in which participants were induced to subtype atypical group members, the group as a whole was subsequently evaluated more stereotypically than under control conditions. Relatedly, Kunda and Oleson (1997) reported that the activation of a stereotype-inconsistent exemplars resulted in more stereotypic evaluations of the group when an extremely stereotype-inconsistent exemplar was activated (contrast), whereas assimilation effects were observed when a less extreme exemplar was activated. Kunda and Oleson traced the assimilation and contrast effects to the different categorizations elicited by the more or less extreme exemplars. We agree that extremity of an exemplar may influence its categorization and hence the emergence of assimilation and contrast effects. We emphasize, however, that the extremity, or, more generally, the representativeness of the exemplar for the category, is only one of the numerous variables that can influence categorization processes. Theoretically, any variable that influences the categorization of an exemplar can determine the emergence of assimilation or contrast effects (see Schwarz & Bless, 1992a) , providing a rich agenda for future research.
Implications of Intergroup Relations
The trade-off pattern demonstrated in our participants' judgments highlights an important aspect of intergroup relations that is not well captured by current theories of intergroup contact. Prevailing models of contact suggest that encountering an admirably ethical used car salesman, an honest Rom, or a fun-loving nun will result in more favorable evaluations of both the exemplar and the respective group. Our, as well as related, findings indicate, however, that the situation is not so straightforward. Because of the dynamic and inherently comparative nature of social judgment, what is good for the exemplar may not be good for the group and vice versa. Much depends on how the exemplar is categorized.
While previous research has emphasized the importance of categorization processes, some of the consequences of excluding an exemplar from a category have often been missed. We agree, for example, with Kunda and Oleson (1995) that the exclusion of a specific exemplar during a subtyping process blocks a change of the mental representation of the group. Failing to change this representation, however, does not necessarily imply that the evaluation of the group does not change, as indicated by the findings of Kunda and Oleson (1997) as well as the present research. The representation of the group itself is only one of the representations needed to arrive at an evaluation, and the excluded exemplar may affect the other representation, namely the representation of the standard against which the group is judged. Hence, changes in the evaluation of the group may be obtained in the presence of changes in the mental representation (as in Maurer et al., 1995) as well as their absence (as in Kunda & Oleson, 1997) .
With respect to the evaluation of the exemplar, several studies demonstrated that category information may serve as a standard of comparison, resulting in contrast effects on judgments of the exemplar (e.g., Costrich, Feinstein, et al., 1975; Manis & Paskewitz, 1984) . Manis and Paskewitz (1984) investigated the possibility that category information may result in both assimilation and contrast effects on exemplars. They traced the contrast effect to the use of the category as a standard of comparison and the assimilation effect to impact of category information on the interpretation of the exemplar's individuating behaviors (see also Stapel, Koomen, & van der Pligt, 1996) . Going beyond this evidence, the present approach emphasizes (a) the possibility of contrast effects on judgments of the category and (b) the importance of categorization processes (see also Lambert & Wyer, 1990 ) as a determinant of both assimilation and contrast effects.
In sum, the present findings emphasize two important issues. The same categorization process (inclusion) that decreases the stereotypicality of judgments about the group increases the stereotypicality of judgments about an exemplar. Conversely, the same categorization process (exclusion) that decreases the stereotypicality of judgments about the exemplar increases the stereotypicality of judgments about the group. Hence, attempts to decrease the stereotypicality of either judgment always come at the cost of increasing the stereotypicality of the respective other judgment. The underlying processes can be fruitfully conceptualized in terms of the inclusion/exclusion model (Schwarz & Bless, 1992a) , which addresses the general construal processes involved in forming representations of targets and standards. This model provides an integrative framework that highlights the functional equivalence of numerous variables that have typically been addressed in isolation, ranging from the awareness of an undue influence to the antecedents of different categorizations and the influence of conversational norms. Each of these variables can influence how a given piece of information is used, which in turn determines the emergence of assimilation or contrast effects. Many of these variables have not received attention in stereotyping research and the present findings suggest that their systematic exploration will enhance our understanding of the cognitive dynamics of stereotyping and stereotype change.
